Much of the recent research on counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) has used multi-item selfreport measures of CWB. Because of concerns over self-report measurement, there have been recent calls to collect ratings of employees' CWB from their supervisors or coworkers (i.e., other-raters) as alternatives or supplements to self-ratings. However, little is still known about the degree to which other-ratings of CWB capture unique and valid incremental variance beyond self-report CWB. The present meta-analysis investigates a number of key issues regarding the incremental contribution of other-reports of CWB. First, self-and other-ratings of CWB were moderately to strongly correlated with each other. Second, with some notable exceptions, self-and other-report CWB exhibited very similar patterns and magnitudes of relationships with a set of common correlates. Third, self-raters reported engaging in more CWB than other-raters reported them engaging in, suggesting other-ratings capture a narrower subset of CWBs. Fourth, other-report CWB generally accounted for little incremental variance in the common correlates beyond self-report CWB. Although many have viewed self-reports of CWB with skepticism, the results of this meta-analysis support their use in most CWB research as a viable alternative to other-reports.
Counterproductive work behaviors (CWBs) refer to voluntary employee behaviors that are viewed by the organization as contrary to its legitimate interests, violate significant organizational norms, and threaten the well-being of the organization or its members (e.g., theft, withholding effort, interpersonal aggression, poor attendance; Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Sackett & DeVore, 2002) . Studies have estimated that CWBs not only cost organizations billions of dollars annually (Camara & Schneider, 1994; Murphy, 1993; Vardi & Weitz, 2004 ), but they have negative consequences for employees as well. For instance, being the target of CWB can lead to decreased job satisfaction and increased stress and intentions to quit, among other things (Budd, Arvey, & Lawless, 1996; Glomb, 2002) . As a result, a great deal of research has been devoted to the measurement and prediction of CWBs (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) .
Until recently, there was a tendency to treat each type of CWB as discrete, resulting in separate literatures focused on the measurement of specific CWBs such as theft or harassment (Sackett, 2002) . Although separate literatures devoted to individual CWBs still exist and flourish, recent years have seen an increased interest in more integrative measurement of CWB. Much of the recent research on CWB uses multi-item measures, such as the Workplace Deviance Scale (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) and Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (Fox, Spector, & Miles, 2001) , that include a wide range of CWBs (Rotundo & Spector, 2010) . These multi-item measures of CWB acknowledge the positive manifold across individual CWBs, and the theoretical perspective that these individual behaviors reflect a broad, hierarchical construct with a general CWB factor at the top level, group factors such as interpersonal-and organizational target CWB beneath the general factor, and specific CWBs below the group factors (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Sackett & DeVore, 2001 ). Furthermore, this broad CWB construct has been shown to relate to various organizationally relevant variables such as Big Five personality, negative affectivity, organizational justice, and job satisfaction, among others (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007) . Thus, there is value in measuring and predicting a broad CWB domain (Sackett, 2002) . The present meta-analysis concentrates on studies with such a focus on broad measurement of CWB via multi-item measures.
A number of recent meta-analyses have used broad, multi-item CWB measures to address important research questions surrounding CWB. For instance, Berry, Ones, and Sackett's (2007) metaanalysis supported Sackett and DeVore's (2001) proposition that CWB is a hierarchical construct consisting of separate interpersonal-and organizational target lower order factors. Metaanalyses have also increased understanding of CWB's nomological net by summarizing the relationships that CWB has with a wide range of organizationally relevant variables (e.g., Berry, Ones, and Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007) . Although these meta-analyses have advanced knowledge related to the nature of CWB, these meta-analyses have in common one important limitation. Specifically, the primary studies included in each of the above meta-analyses relied almost completely on single-source self-reports of CWB.
1 This is not surprising, considering that the most popular multi-item CWB measures were originally designed as self-report measures (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox et al., 2001) . However, there have been recent calls to use such multi-item measures to collect supervisor and/or coworker ratings of CWB (we hereafter refer to supervisor and coworker ratings as other-ratings) as alternatives or supplements to self-ratings (e.g., Fox, Spector, Goh, & Bruursema, 2007; Stewart, Bing, Davison, Woehr, & McIntyre, 2009 ). This highlights two gaps in the present understanding of CWB. First, it is not clear whether the above meta-analyses' results may have been affected by a range of issues germane to the use of self-report measures such as common method variance and social desirability bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003) . Second, it is unclear the extent to which the present understanding of CWB-obtained primarily from self-report measures-generalizes to CWB assessed through non-self-report measures.
We address these gaps in the present study by empirically investigating a number of important issues regarding the degree to which using self-versus other-ratings makes a difference in CWB research. For instance, what is the correlation between self-and other-reports of CWB? Do self-and other-reports of CWB relate differently to theoretically important variables? Do self-and otherraters report different mean levels of CWB for employees? Does a pattern of results emerge suggesting one method of measurement is preferable? We use meta-analysis in the present study to draw on multiple samples and thousands of participants, which therefore represents a powerful test of the above research questions.
Review of the Literature and Development of Hypotheses
Most fundamentally, we ask in the present study: Are self-report CWB measures a problem, and are other-reports the solution? Self-report has long been a common mode of measurement for CWB researchers (Fox et al., 2007) . This is in part due to a number of important advantages that self-report measures of CWB have over other-report CWB measures. First, because many CWBs are relatively covert behaviors that employees engage in with the intention of not getting caught, the only source that has complete knowledge of an employee's engagement in CWB is the employee. Second, having employees anonymously report their own CWB circumvents some ethical concerns associated with supervisor or coworker reports (Fox & Spector, 1999) . That is, drawing attention to employees' negative organizational behaviors by asking their supervisors or coworkers to rate the employees' CWB could have negative consequences for the employees, calling into question whether risk is adequately minimized. Third, publicly available, multi-item, and validated self-report measures of CWB have existed for years (e.g., Bennett & Robinson, 2000; Fox & Spector, 1999; Marcus, Schuler, Quell, & Humpfner, 2002) , and it is easier to administer such measures to employees themselves than to enlist supervisor or coworker raters.
Regardless, self-report measures of CWB are not without their disadvantages. Unlike many variables in applied psychology, CWB involves highly sensitive inquiries about potentially selfincriminating information. So, one concern is the possibility that employees underreport the extent to which they engage in CWB (e.g., Fox et al., 2007) . This underreporting might be due to the fear of getting caught and being punished (R. M. Lee, 1993) or due to a general reluctance to describe oneself in negative terms (e.g., Heneman, Heneman, & Judge, 1997) . Another concern with selfreport CWB is common method bias (e.g., Campbell & Fiske, 1959) . When employees provide self-reports of CWB along with self-reports of other relevant variables, relationships between CWB and these other variables can be artificially inflated.
These sorts of disadvantages have recently caused a number of researchers to voice concerns over the use of single-source selfreport measurement of CWB. For example, Barclay and Aquino (2010) listed self-report measurement as a methodological issue that has posed an obstacle for CWB research. Fox et al. (2007) made the point that although using self-reports from employees may be the most viable methodology for early stages of CWB research, "the CWB community is now at the point that more objective, or nonincumbent, measures are needed to further our understanding of the phenomenon" (p. 43). Other recent articles have made similar points (e.g., Stewart et al., 2009) . Implicit in all of these concerns is the idea that the present CWB knowledge base derived using multi-item self-report measures is deficient and perhaps even misleading and that the use of other sources of CWB information will tell us something new about explaining and predicting CWB.
Thus, CWB researchers have been relying more and more on other-reports of employees' CWB, despite the difficulty of collecting such other-reports relative to collecting self-reports. Otherreports of CWB mitigate some of the key concerns over self-report CWB (e.g., common method bias, underreporting due to fear of being caught). However, there are clear disadvantages to otherreports of CWB. Supervisors and coworkers may not have adequate opportunity to observe employees engaging in CWB. Additionally, other-raters may fear retribution for reporting employees' CWB and therefore may be reluctant to provide accurate information (Fox et al., 2007) . So, if researchers are to go to all of the trouble of collecting other-ratings (or multisource ratings) of CWB, then it is important to understand what additional, unique information is gained beyond what is presently known about self-report CWB.
1 This is not meant to imply that virtually all past CWB research has relied on self-report CWB. For example, literatures devoted to specific CWBs, such as absenteeism or theft, have often used organizational records or other non-self-reports. Additionally, Ones, Viswesvaran, and Schmidt's (1993) meta-analysis of the validity of integrity tests for predicting CWB carried out moderator analyses wherein self-report CWB measures were considered separately from other-report CWB measures (although many of the CWB measures were narrow, individual CWBs such as absenteeism and theft, in contrast to the broad, multi-item measures including a wide range of CWBs that are the focus of the present study). More recently, studies by Dilchert et al. (2007) and Stewart et al. (2009) , among others, have used broad, multi-item, nonself-report measurement of CWB. We simply make the point in the present article that the vast majority of primary studies in the past decade in which broad, multi-item measures of CWB have been used have relied on self-report. Therefore, the cited meta-analyses that focused on prediction of broad, multi-item measures of CWB also were forced to rely mostly on single-source self-reports.
Relationship Between Self-and Other-Report CWB
The correlation between self-reports and other-reports of CWB was meta-analyzed in the present study. If the correlation is high, then this suggests that self-and other-ratings of CWB provide little unique information. In this case, collecting CWB data from one source would be essentially equivalent to collecting it from the other source or from multiple sources, and therefore the efficacy of collecting data from sources other than the self would be called into question. If the correlation between self-and other-ratings of CWB is low, then this would suggest that the two sources provide highly unique information. To the degree that the unique information from each source accurately represents true levels of CWB, this means potential for incremental validity is high and that multisource ratings of CWB might increase knowledge and prediction of CWB. This would also suggest that the cumulative literature on CWB, which has relied mostly on self-report CWB (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007) , is not generalizable beyond self-report. This would mean that new meta-analytic evidence regarding the nomological net of other-report CWB would be needed.
There are reasons to expect that self-reports and other-reports of CWB will each provide unique information but still overlap to some degree. Some reasons to expect unique information are that other-raters may not have an opportunity to observe all of the CWBs that employees engage in and that self-raters may misreport CWBs for fear of being caught or other impression management concerns. It is, however, unlikely that other-raters will be completely unaware of employees' engagement in CWB (especially relatively public CWBs such as harassment or gossip) and that the employees themselves will be completely untruthful about their engagement in CWB (if employees were completely untruthful and reported not engaging in any CWBs, it would be difficult to reconcile this with the cumulative literature showing that self-report CWB correlates with a number of relevant variables); thus, it is likely there will be some overlap in self-versus other-ratings. Therefore, similar to multisource ratings in other domains such as overall job performance (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997) and personality (Mount, Barrick, & Strauss, 1994) , it is hypothesized that there will be a positive correlation between self-and other-ratings of CWB but that this correlation will not be perfect even when corrected for error of measurement. Specifically:
Hypothesis 1: The correlation between self-and other-ratings of CWB will be positive and greater than zero but will not reach unity.
There are reasons to expect certain variables to moderate the relationship between self-and other-reports of CWB. For one, the source of the other-rating may moderate this relationship. Specifically, employees probably make greater efforts to hide their CWB from their supervisors, who can formally punish them, than their coworkers. Additionally, in most settings, coworkers probably work in closer proximity on a day-to-day basis with employees than do supervisors, and accordingly, coworkers should have greater opportunity to observe and report employees engaging in CWB. Therefore:
Hypothesis 1a:
The correlation between self-ratings and coworker ratings will be greater than the correlation between self-ratings and supervisor ratings of CWB.
Another variable that is expected to moderate the relationship between self-and other-ratings of CWB is whether the CWBs are public versus private. As described earlier, the more public the CWBs, the more opportunity other-raters should have to observe those behaviors and make sound judgments of employees' levels of CWB, and the more self-and other-ratings of CWB should converge. Interpersonal target CWBs (e.g., cursing or being rude to others) are generally more public behaviors than organizational target CWBs (e.g., theft of organizational property). Therefore:
Hypothesis 1b: The correlation between self-and otherratings will be higher for interpersonal target CWB than for organizational target CWB.
A third variable that is expected to moderate the relationship between self-and other-ratings of CWB is the degree to which assurances of anonymity have been given to raters. Both selfand other-raters are more likely to provide accurate/truthful ratings of employees' CWB when they feel more confident that their responses are anonymous and confidential, and thus, their ratings should show more convergence. Although most CWB studies attempt at least some assurances of anonymity for participants, there are differences between studies in the strength of these assurances. For instance, some CWB studies may simply tell participants their responses are anonymous, whereas other studies may take precautions such as having participants mail their completed surveys directly to the researchers or assigning participants secret codes. The important point is whether participants perceive there is greater anonymity of their responses, regardless of whether these sorts of steps truly do assure greater anonymity. Therefore:
Hypothesis 1c:
The correlation between self-and otherratings of CWB will increase as researchers take more steps to assure participants of the anonymity of their responses.
Relationships With Theoretically Relevant Common Correlates
Hypothesis 1 suggests that self-and other-report CWB will each reflect some unique variance. However, even if other-ratings capture unique variance, if the unique variance is not valid-meaning that the variance captured by other-rated CWB does not explain incrementally beyond that already explained by self-reported CWB-it may not be worth going to the trouble to collect otherratings of CWB. Thus, the second main purpose of the present meta-analysis was to advance understanding of the degree to which other-ratings of CWB have different patterns or magnitudes of relationships with a common set of theoretically relevant variables. If self-and other-ratings of CWB contain unique and valid information, they should exhibit different patterns and magnitudes of correlations with these theoretically relevant variables. Theoretical accounts have made the case that CWBs should be related to a number of important predictors and correlates, which has prompted meta-analyses of the relationships between CWB and the Big Five personality traits (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) , negative affectivity (Hershcovis et al., 2007) , demographic variables (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) , justice perceptions (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) , interpersonal conflict (Hershcovis et al., 2007) , organizational constraints (Herschcovis et al., 2007) , job satisfaction (Dalal, 2005) , and organizational citizenship behaviors (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) . Via correspondence with the lead authors of each of the listed meta-analyses, it was determined that each of these meta-analyses relied almost solely on self-report multi-item measures of CWB. Therefore, in the present study, each of these relationships was meta-analyzed, but only including multiitem other-reports of CWB. A comparison of the meta-analytic estimates from the present meta-analysis versus the previous metaanalyses tests the degree to which self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB have similar versus dissimilar patterns of relationships with a common set of theoretically relevant correlates, and therefore the degree to which self-and other-ratings account for unique and valid variance in true CWB.
However, if other-ratings have different patterns or magnitudes of relationships with common correlates, this could also be driven by problems in ratings from at least one of the sources. For instance, if relationships differ in magnitude (e.g., self-ratings are more strongly related to correlates than other-ratings), common method variance could be inflating relationships between variables. To the degree that this is true, the differing magnitudes of relationships that self-and other-report CWB have with their common correlates could signal a problem with self-report measures, instead of being evidence that self-reports capture unique valid variance. Thus, before one can conclude that differing patterns or magnitudes of relationships with common correlates are evidence of unique valid variance, one must test other plausible explanations for the unique relationships (e.g., common method variance). To this end, we propose two hypotheses (2a and 2b) in the present meta-analysis regarding reasonable alternative explanations for differing patterns/magnitude of relationships self-and other-reports have with their common correlates. First, if common method variance is an issue, then self-reports of CWB will correlate more strongly with the common correlates (or at least those common correlates measured via self-report) than will otherreports of CWB. Therefore:
Hypothesis 2a: Self-ratings of CWB will correlate more strongly than other-ratings of CWB with a common set of theoretically relevant correlates.
Self-and other-report CWB can also differ in the pattern of relationships they have with their common correlates (e.g., self-and other-report CWB may not be similarly related to the same correlates). A common concern is that many self-report measures are affected by social desirability concerns (e.g., Spector, 2006) . To the degree that this concern is legitimate, self-report CWB measures would be expected to correlate more strongly with additional selfreported variables that are similarly affected by social desirability concerns. Generally, social desirability should be more of a concern for variables in which employees are being asked to say positive or negative things about themselves. In the present study, the common correlates measured via self-report differ in the degree to which they should be affected by socially desirable responding. For instance, among the Big Five personality variables, Impression Management scale scores are most strongly related to Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability and less so to Extraversion and Openness (Berry, Page, & Sackett, 2007; Li & Bagger, 2006; Paulhus & Johns, 1998) . Self-reports of job satisfaction (Ones & Viswesvaran, 1998) and negative affect (Chen, Dai, Spector, & Jex, 1997) have also been linked to socially desirable responding. Furthermore, because most employees likely desire to see themselves as good organizational citizens, self-reports of organizational citizenship behaviors are also suspect in terms of socially desirable responding. In contrast, social desirability should be less of a concern for variables in which respondents are asked to report objective information about themselves (i.e., demographics) or to provide ratings regarding aspects of their organizational context (i.e., organizational justice, conflict in the workplace, or organizational constraints employees encounter). Therefore, to the degree that self-report CWB is contaminated by socially desirable responding, self-and other-report CWB can be expected to have less similar patterns of relationships with common correlates affected by social desirability (i.e., Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, Emotional Stability, job satisfaction, negative affect, and organizational citizenship behavior), and more similar patterns of relationships with common correlates that are less affected by social desirability (i.e., Openness, Extraversion, demographics, organizational justice, organizational conflict, and organizational constraints; see Table 1 for definitions of each of these variables).
Hypothesis 2b: Self-and other-report CWB will have less similar patterns of relationships with theoretically relevant correlates affected by socially desirable responding than with theoretically relevant correlates relatively unaffected by socially desirable responding.
Do Self-and Other-Raters Report Similar Amounts of CWB for Employees?
This represents another line of evidence for the usefulness of other-ratings of CWB. As stated before, if self-and other-report CWB each capture unique variance (Hypothesis 1), it is still only worth going to the trouble to collect other-ratings if the unique variance captured by other-ratings reflects useful, incremental information. If self-and other-report CWB reflect different information, then it is further expected that each source would report different mean amounts of CWB for employees. As was discussed above, there are a number of reasons to expect self-and other-raters to provide dissimilar mean ratings, including rating source differences in the opportunity to observe CWB, other-raters' over and/or underreporting of an employee's CWB, as well as self-raters' underreporting of their own CWB. These issues are likely to influence self-and other-ratings differently, so it is not clear whether one source will systematically report more or less CWB than the other. Therefore, we investigated the following research question:
Research Question 1: Is there a difference in the mean amount of CWB reported by self-and other-raters?
The same moderator analyses that were carried out for the correlation analyses were also carried out for the mean differences analyses. These mean difference moderator hypotheses were based on the same logic as the correlation moderator hypotheses. Specifically: Antisocial behavior (Robinson & O'Leary-Kelly, 1998) ; anticitizenship behavior (Ball et al., 1994) ; Counterproductive Work Behavior Checklist (Fox et al., 2001; Spector et al., 2006) ; workplace deviance (Aquino et al., 1999) ; Workplace Deviance Scale (Bennett & Robinson, 2000) Big Five
Emotional Stability The personality trait reflecting the degree to which a person is secure, is calm, has low anxiety, and has low emotionality.
Big Five Inventory (John et al., 1991) ; International Personality Item Pool (Goldberg, 1999) ; Personal Characteristics Inventory (Barrick & Mount, 1999 ) Extraversion
The personality trait reflecting the degree to which a person is sociable, assertive, talkative, ambitious, and energetic.
Measured using same inventories as Emotional Stability
Openness to Experience The personality trait reflecting the degree to which a person is curious, intelligent, imaginative, and independent.
Measured using same inventories as Emotional Stability
Agreeableness
The personality trait reflecting the degree to which a person is likable, easy to get along with, and friendly.
Measured using same inventories as Emotional Stability

Conscientiousness
The personality trait reflecting the degree to which a person is hard working, dependable, and detail oriented.
Measured using same inventories as Emotional Stability
Organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) OCB Work behaviors that support the broader organizational, social, and psychological environment. Also includes interpersonal-and organizational target dimensions.
Lee & Allen (2002); Podsakoff et al. (1990) ; L. J. Williams & Anderson (1991) Organizational justice Distributive justice The degree to which an employee feels the allocation of outcomes was fair.
Colquitt (2001); Price & Mueller (1986) Interactional justice
The degree to which an employee feels he or she has been treated sensitively and is respected.
Colquitt (2001); Niehoff & Moorman (1993) Procedural justice
Degree to which an employee feels the process by which outcomes are distributed was fair.
Colquitt (2001) The number of years an employee has been employed by an organization.
Hypothesis 3a:
There will be a larger mean difference in CWB ratings between supervisors and employees than between coworkers and employees.
Hypothesis 3b: There will be a larger mean difference between self-and other-ratings of organizational target CWB than interpersonal target CWB.
Hypothesis 3c:
The mean difference between self-and otherratings of CWB will decrease as the assurances of participants' anonymity increase.
Method Search for Primary Data
A fivefold approach was used to identify studies containing useful information for the present meta-analysis. First, keyword searches of the PsycINFO and ABI/Inform databases were performed using 29 different keywords (see Table A1 in the Appendix for the search terms). Second, the Web of Science was used to identify any articles that cited Bennett and Robinson (2000) . Third, manual searches of the 2005-2010 programs for Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology and Academy of Management conferences were carried out. Fourth, the reference sections of relevant meta-analyses (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007; Lau, Au, & Ho, 2003; Salgado, 2002) were examined for useful citations. Fifth, prominent CWB researchers were contacted with requests for any unpublished research.
Studies that contained enough information to extract either (a) a correlation between self-report CWB and other-report CWB (i.e., supervisor or coworker reports of CWB) or (b) a correlation between other-report CWB and some other variable were initially included. Only relationships based on at least three independent samples were meta-analyzed (this was the same decision rule used in Berry, Ones, & Cohen-Charash & ). This resulted in a final database of 40 studies from which 50 independent samples containing 224 independent correlations were drawn (see Table A2 in the Appendix for data regarding the primary studies). Twenty-one variables were identified that met the inclusion criteria (see Table 1 for a listing and definitions of each of these variables, along with the measures of each variable that were included in the meta-analysis). Of these 21 variables, 18 were correlates of CWB that will hereafter be collectively referred to as the CWB correlates.
Coding of Study Characteristics
For each sample, the correlation between (a) self-and otherreports of CWB and/or (b) the correlation between other-reports of CWB and CWB correlates was coded. In cases in which relationships with the overall CWB construct were of interest but multiple facets of the overall construct were offered within the same sample (e.g., both interpersonal-and organizational target CWB measures, which are multiple facets of overall CWB, listed for the same sample), composite formulas (Ghiselli, Campbell, & Zedeck, 1981, pp. 163-164) were used to estimate correlations with a composite of the multiple measures. The mean and standard deviation of CWB reported by self-and other-raters was also coded for use in calculating standardized mean differences in CWB between self-and other-ratings. It should be noted that an explicit search for studies reporting mean differences between self-and other-reported CWB was not carried out; instead, mean differences were coded in the correlational studies that provided relevant means and standard deviations.
Two potential moderating variables were coded. First, the source of the other-rating (either supervisor or coworker) was coded as a potential moderator variable. Second, the procedures used by primary study researchers to assure participants of their anonymity were coded. In no studies were participant responses completely anonymous; at the very least, there must be identifiers to link self-reports of CWB to other-reports of CWB. However, three procedures were commonly cited in primary studies as methods for assuring participants of anonymity of responses: (a) Participants mailed completed paper-and-pencil surveys directly to the researchers (as opposed to other practices with paper-andpencil surveys such as having supervisors and employees simultaneously fill out and return the surveys during the workday), (b) self-raters generated a secret code that was provided to the otherrater, and/or (c) ratings were provided online.
2 Some primary studies did not report using any of these "anonymity safeguards," whereas some studies reported using as many as two. Thus, primary studies were sorted into three different categories representing the number of these three practices that were reported as having been used in the study (0, 1, or 2), based on the idea that using more of these practices would make participants feel their responses were more confidential. Efforts were also made to code for a number of other potential moderators (e.g., opportunity raters had to observe employees engaging in CWB, whether self-and other-raters were rating the same set of CWBs, whether Likert vs. frequency CWB scales were used, sample characteristics such as age and tenure), but primary studies either did not report relevant information often enough, or there was no variability across primary studies on the moderator variable.
The second and third authors each independently coded five articles containing 82 correlations and 740 pieces of coding information and then met to quantify levels of intercoder agreement. The second and third authors agreed 100% on all variables. After this point, the second and third authors divided the rest of the articles for coding. Hunter and Schmidt's (2004) meta-analysis methods were used for meta-analyses of correlations and d values. Corrections for two statistical artifacts were made. First, point-biserial correlations involving the variable "gender" were individually corrected to what they would be if each sample had a 50 -50 gender split (see Table A2 for gender splits for samples). Second, correlations and 2 Of course, providing ratings online does not assure participants' anonymity. More important is whether completing measures online enhances participants' perceptions that their responses are anonymous, and there is evidence that this is the case. For instance, Richman, Kiesler, Weisband, and Drasgow's (1999) meta-analysis demonstrated that social desirability distortion was reduced when measures were completed using a computer compared with a paper-and-pencil format as well as to face-to-face interviews. This suggests that completing surveys on a computer may lead respondents to feel more comfortable providing information that may be of a sensitive nature or socially undesirable. d values were corrected for unreliability in both the predictor and the criterion 3 using the artifact distribution method (see Table 2 for predictor and criterion reliability artifact distributions and their sources).
Analyses
For moderator analyses, studies were sorted into different categories on the basis of study characteristics (e.g., whether other-ratings were from supervisors vs. coworkers), and meta-analyses were carried out within each moderator category. To determine whether correlations or d values (which were converted to point-biserial correlations for the significance analyses) differed significantly across moderator categories, formulas from Raju and Brand (2003; specifically, Formulas 9 and 14) were used to test the significance of the difference between the corrected meta-analytic correlations.
For the meta-analyses involving correlations between otherreports of CWB and (a) organizational citizenship behavior, (b) organizational constraints, and (c) interpersonal conflict, it was common for the other-raters to rate both variables involved in the correlation (e.g., supervisor raters rating both employees' CWB and organizational citizenship behavior [OCB] ). Thus, common method bias was a concern for such samples. Therefore, for the above relationships, analyses were run two ways: (a) including the samples in which other-raters rated both variables and (b) excluding such common-source samples. Meta-analytic correlations were much higher when such common-source samples were included. So, throughout the rest of the present article, the focus is directed toward analyses excluding such common-source samples; although, results with and without such samples are reported in the tables included in the present article.
Results
Relationship Between Self-and Other-Ratings of CWB
Hypothesis 1 suggested that self-and other-ratings of CWB would be positively correlated, but less than unity. Table 3 lists results for the relationship between self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB. The average corrected self-other CWB correlation was .38. Both the confidence and credibility intervals were well above zero and did not overlap with 1.0. This moderate positive correlation supports Hypothesis 1.
For the following moderator analyses (Hypotheses 1a-1c), the number of samples in some categories is relatively small, so second-order sampling error may affect results. Hypothesis 1a suggested that self-ratings of CWB would be more strongly correlated with coworker ratings of CWB than supervisor ratings of CWB. Table 3 also lists the corrected correlations between selfand supervisor ratings of CWB (.37) and between self-and coworker ratings of CWB (.40). These correlations did not significantly differ (z ϭ Ϫ.82), and therefore, Hypothesis 1a was not supported.
Hypothesis 1b suggested that self-and other-ratings of interpersonal target CWB (CWB-I) would correlate more strongly than self-and other-ratings of organizational target CWB (CWB-O). Table 3 lists meta-analytic correlations between self-and otherratings of CWB-I and CWB-O. The corrected correlation between self-and other-ratings of CWB-I was .51, whereas the corrected correlation between self-and other-ratings of CWB-O was .35. These correlations differed significantly (z ϭ 4.35), providing support for Hypothesis 1b. 4 Hypothesis 1c suggested that self-and other-ratings of CWB would correlate more strongly as more steps were taken by researchers to assure participants of their anonymity. All but one sample included at least one coded "anonymity safeguard," so analyses could only be carried out for samples including one versus two anonymity safeguards. The self-other CWB correlation was significantly greater in the two safeguards samples (.44) than in the one safeguard samples (.28; z ϭ Ϫ3.29). Thus, Hypothesis 1c was supported.
Comparison of the Relationships That Self-Report CWB and Other-Report CWB Have With Their Common CWB Correlates Table 4 lists full meta-analytic results for the correlations between other-ratings of CWB and the set of CWB correlates.
5 Table 5 provides a side-by-side comparison of just the correlations 3 The criterion in the present meta-analysis was other-ratings of CWB, which involved judgmental ratings about employees' CWB from supervisors or coworkers. There has been debate about whether interrater reliability versus alpha reliability should be used for correcting correlations in such instances (Schmidt, Viswesvaran, & Ones, 2000 , argue that interrater reliability is most appropriate; other researchers have suggested that interrater reliabilities underestimate reliability; Murphy & DeShon, 2000) . Therefore, the present meta-analysis offers separate estimates corrected for interrater reliability versus alpha reliability in the dependent variable for comparison purposes. One of the main purposes of the present metaanalysis was to compare the present study's other-report CWB results with results from previous meta-analyses using self-reports (which were corrected using alpha coefficients). So, for the sake of comparability with the previous meta-analyses in which alpha coefficients were used in CWB corrections, the results in our tables are based on the correlations corrected using alpha coefficients, and we mostly focus our discussion on those estimates. However, within each table of results, there is a column listing the correlation corrected for interrater reliability in the dependent variable. Comparing the alpha-versus interrater-corrected estimates shows that the pattern of results is exactly the same, but the magnitude of correlations is slightly higher for the interrater-corrected estimates. 4 We note that the confidence intervals and credibility intervals for the self-other CWB-I and CWB-O correlations overlap (this is also the case with the other statistically significant moderator analyses). This suggests that, although the difference in the mean correlations is likely greater than zero, there is still some noteworthy overlap of the sampling error distributions for each individual corrected mean correlation (as captured by the confidence intervals) and the distributions of corrected mean correlations (as captured by the credibility intervals).
5 Attempts were also made to carry out moderator analyses testing whether the relationships that other-report CWB had with the common correlates differed depending on (a) whether other-ratings were from supervisors versus coworkers, (b) whether the other-ratings were of CWB-I versus CWB-O, or (c) number of anonymity safeguards. In most cases, there were not enough samples in each moderator category for meaningful moderator analyses (i.e., there were fewer than three samples). There were enough samples to carry out moderator analyses of the relationships other-report CWB had with job satisfaction, age, gender, and tenure; however, there was not enough variance in the results reported in Table 4 for meaningful moderator analyses for job satisfaction and age. So, moderator analyses were carried out only for gender and tenure, but neither moderating variable moderated the relationships between other-report CWB and gender and tenure. Therefore, there is no evidence that the relationships between other-report CWB and the common correlates are moderated by the variables included in the present study.
that self-report CWB and other-report CWB have with their common CWB correlates. The other-report-corrected correlations are each taken from Table 4 in the present meta-analysis; alphacorrected correlations appear outside and interrater-corrected correlations appear inside parentheses. The self-report-corrected correlations are taken from three previous meta-analyses (Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007) in which the same relationships were examined, but relied almost exclusively on self-reports of CWB. There are two trends in Table  5 that are of importance: (a) the degree to which the magnitude of relationships differs depending on the source of CWB ratings (this deals most directly with Hypothesis 2a) and (b) the degree to which the pattern of relationships differs depending on the source of CWB ratings (most directly relevant to Hypothesis 2b).
Regarding the magnitude of relationships, self-report CWB tended to be slightly more related to CWB correlates than otherreport CWB. The last column in Table 5 lists the difference between the self-report CWB and other-report CWB correlations (numbers outside parentheses used alpha-corrected other-report CWB for this calculation, numbers inside parentheses used interrater-corrected other-report CWB), with positive numbers meaning the self-report correlation is stronger. In 13 out of 18 relationships, the self-report correlation was stronger than the other-report correlation. In some instances, the correlation with self-report CWB was quite a bit stronger than the correlation with other-report CWB. For instance, organizational target OCB (OCB-O) was correlated Ϫ.44 and Ϫ.13 with self-and otherreport CWB, respectively; job satisfaction was correlated Ϫ.37 and Ϫ.21 with self-and other-report CWB, respectively. However, there were also instances in which the other-report correlation was quite a bit stronger than the self-report correlation (e.g., interpersonal target OCB [OCB-I], interactional justice). Furthermore, the overall magnitude of relationships did not differ especially strongly between self-report and other-report CWB, with the average difference across all common correlates being .07 (selfreport stronger) when using the alpha-corrected other-report correlations. When the interrater-corrected correlations are used, this difference reduces to only .04. Thus, there is, at best, weak and sporadic support for Hypothesis 2a that self-ratings of CWB will correlate more strongly than other-ratings of CWB with a common set of theoretically relevant correlates, suggesting common method bias is not a large systematic concern.
Regarding the pattern of relationships, Hypothesis 2b suggested that self-and other-report CWB may show more similar relation- Note. The mean and standard deviation of interrater reliabilities drawn from Viswesvaran et al. (1996) are averages of Viswesvaran et al.'s supervisor and peer interrater reliabilities. Type ϭ type of reliability coefficient used in the artifact distribution; r xx ϭ reliability artifact distribution mean; SD ϭ reliability artifact distribution standard deviation; N ϭ reliability artifact distribution sample size; k ϭ number of samples contributing to artifact distributions; Source ϭ study from which artifact distributions were drawn; CWB ϭ counterproductive work behavior; CWB-I ϭ interpersonal target CWB; CWB-O ϭ organizational target CWB; OCB ϭ organizational citizenship behavior; OCB-I ϭ interpersonal target OCB; OCB-O ϭ organizational target OCB. Dashes represent instances in which that piece of information was unavailable.
ships with common correlates that are less affected by social desirability (i.e., Extraversion, Openness, demographics, organizational justice, organizational conflict, and organizational constraints). The average difference in the last column in Table 5 (using alpha-corrected correlations for other-report CWB) for variables relatively unaffected by social desirability was .02, whereas it was .13 for the variables that were relatively affected by social desirability (the average differences were Ϫ.01 and .10, respectively, when using interrater-corrected correlations). This provides some support for Hypothesis 2b. However, even differences in correlations of around .10 -.13 are not especially large (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007) . Furthermore, it is worth noting that the overall pattern of relationships that self-report CWB and otherreport CWB have with the CWB correlates is very similar. For instance, the vector of other-report CWB correlations was correlated .87 with the vector of self-report CWB correlations in Table  5 (these correlations were .93 and .77 for the variables relatively unaffected and affected by social desirability, respectively). These correlations are the same, regardless of whether alpha-corrected or interrater-corrected correlations are used. Thus, although self-and other-reports of CWB do have less similar patterns of relationships with their common correlates when the common correlates are relatively affected by social desirability, and the overall patterns of relationships are very similar for self-and other-report CWB.
Mean Differences Between Self-and Other-Ratings of CWB
Mean difference results are presented in Table 6 . Positive d values in Table 6 indicate self-raters reported more CWB. Research Question 1 asked whether there was a difference in the mean amount of CWB reported by self-and other-raters. The corrected mean difference was d ϭ 0.35, and the confidence interval did not overlap with zero, suggesting that self-raters report more CWB than other-raters.
For the following moderator analyses (Hypotheses 1a-1c) , the number of samples in some categories is relatively small, so second-order sampling error may affect results. Hypothesis 3a suggested there will be a larger mean difference in CWB ratings between supervisors and employees than between coworkers and employees. There was a significantly larger mean difference between supervisors and employees (d ϭ 0.44) than between coworkers and employees (d ϭ 0.23; z ϭ 2.17), providing support for Hypothesis 3a.
Hypothesis 3b suggested there will be a larger mean difference between self-and other-ratings of CWB-O than of CWB-I. There was a significantly larger mean difference between self-and otherratings of CWB-O (d ϭ 0.46) than of CWB-I (d ϭ 0.18; z ϭ Ϫ2.80), providing support for Hypothesis 3b.
Hypothesis 3c suggested that the mean difference between selfand other-ratings of CWB will decrease as the assurances of participants' anonymity increase. The self-other CWB mean difference was significantly larger in samples with one anonymity safeguard (d ϭ 0.49) than in samples with two anonymity safeguards (d ϭ 0.26; z ϭ 2.08), providing support for Hypothesis 3c.
Is the Unique Variance Captured by Self-and Other-Report CWB Valid?
The moderate correlation between self-and other-report CWB (.38) suggests that each source captures unique variance. What is not clear is whether the unique variance captured by self-and other-reports represents valid, unique variance (i.e., true CWB variance). One relevant line of evidence is the correlations that self-and other-report CWB have with the common correlates once variance attributable to the other source has been partialed out (e.g., what is the partial correlation between self-report CWB and a given common correlate when other-report variance has been partialed out of both self-report CWB and the common correlate?). If other-report Note. r m ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation; SD r ϭ sample size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; r ␣ ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation corrected for unreliability using alphas; SD r␣ ϭ corrected standard deviation of corrected correlations; r ␣,irr ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation corrected for unreliability using interrater reliabilities for other-rated variables and alphas for self-rated variables; % var. ϭ percentage of variance attributable to statistical artifacts; CV 10 and CV 90 ϭ 10% and 90% credibility values, respectively; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bounds, respectively, of the 95% confidence interval around the corrected mean correlation; z ϭ the z statistic calculated using Formula 14 (and using Formula 9 to calculate sampling variance) from Raju and Brand (2003) for assessing the significance of the difference between the corrected correlations within each moderator category (zs Ն Ϯ1.96 suggest a significant difference). Self CWBI-Other CWBI ϭ correlation between self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB-Interpersonal; Self CWBO-Other CWBO ϭ correlation between self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB-Organizational. ‫ء‬ p Ͻ .05.
CWB no longer correlates with its common correlates once variance from self-reports has been partialed out, then this would suggest that other-reports tell us nothing about employees' CWB that self-reports do not already tell us. The same would be true of self-report CWB's partial correlations. Table 7 lists bivariate and partial correlations that self-report and other-report CWB have with the common correlates. Variance between self-and other-report correlations was partialed out using the meta-analytic correlation of .38 between self-and other-report CWB. Asterisks denote correlations with confidence intervals that do not overlap with zero. Fifteen of 18 partial correlations for self-report CWB and 10 of 18 partial correlations for other-report CWB had confidence intervals that did not overlap with zero, suggesting that both self-and other-reports contain at least some valid unique variance.
However, many of the other-report CWB partial correlations, despite having confidence intervals that do not overlap with zero, are relatively small (around .10 or lower). In order to assess the value that is added by measuring CWB via both selfand other-ratings (i.e., multisource ratings) of CWB instead of just via self-ratings of CWB, each of the common correlates was hierarchically regressed on self-report CWB, and then on self-report and other-report CWB in a second step. The increase in R 2 from adding other-reports indicates the value of adding other-reports of CWB (see last column of Table 7 ). The increases in R 2 were generally very small, only exceeding .02 in three instances (this pattern was the same if R, instead of R 2 is used; increases in R ranged from .00 to .17, with only three increases being greater than .03). 6 The three instances in which other-report CWB accounted for more than a .02 increase in R 2 are noteworthy in that they involved the three most interpersonal CWB correlates: OCB-I, interactional justice, and conflict. In all, this suggests that the valid, unique variance added by other-report CWB over self-report CWB is generally very small, except perhaps when the CWB correlate is especially interpersonal in nature. Note. CWB ϭ counterproductive work behavior; r m ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation; SD r ϭ sample size-weighted observed standard deviation of correlations; r ␣ ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation corrected for unreliability using alphas; SD r␣ ϭ corrected standard deviation of corrected correlations; r irr,␣ ϭ mean sample size-weighted correlation corrected for unreliability using interrater reliabilities for other-rated variables and alphas for self-rated variables; % var. ϭ percentage of variance attributable to statistical artifacts; CV 10 and CV 90 ϭ 10% and 90% credibility values, respectively; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bounds, respectively, of the 95% confidence interval around the corrected mean correlation. Asterisks denote meta-analyses wherein same-source samples were removed (e.g., supervisors rating both employees' organizational citizenship behavior and CWB).
Discussion
Summary of Findings
The results of the present meta-analysis provided three lines of evidence regarding the comparability of self-and other-reports of CWB. First, self-and other-reports of CWB are moderately correlated (corrected correlations of .38 or .44, depending on whether alpha vs. interrater reliability is used for other-ratings). The correlation between self-and other-ratings becomes somewhat stronger (i.e., in the .40 -.60 range) when the ratings are of CWB-I and when greater assurances of anonymity are provided. This means that self-and other-ratings of CWB intercorrelate more strongly than ratings of job performance from multiple sources (Conway & Huffcutt, 1997) . Thus, the general trend is for appreciable overlap between self-and other-ratings of CWB. However, the rating sources clearly each capture a fair amount of unique variance.
This unique variance begs the question of whether self-and other-ratings of CWB have different patterns or magnitudes of relationships with their correlates. The second line of evidence presented in this meta-analysis demonstrated that, with some exceptions, self-and other-ratings of CWB have very similar relationships with their common correlates. The patterns of relationships that self-and other-report CWB have with their common correlates are almost identical, and self-reports of CWB correlated with their common correlates only slightly higher (between about .04 and .07), on average, than other-reports. There are some noteworthy exceptions, such as the stronger relationships that self-report CWB has with Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Emotional Stability; the stronger relationships that other-report CWB has with the interpersonal correlates of OCB-I, interactional justice, and conflict; and the pattern of greater differences in relationships that self-and other-report CWB have with common correlates more affected by social desirability. However, even when both self-report CWB and the CWB correlates were likely to be affected by social desirability, self-report CWB only correlated with the common correlates about .10 -.13 higher than did otherreport CWB, which is a relatively small difference (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Cohen, 1992) . Additionally, the correlation of .87 between the vectors of self-and other-report correlations with the common correlates demonstrates that the general pattern is for the nomological networks of the two sources to be very similar. Furthermore, the partial correlation analyses demonstrated that for most of the CWB correlates, other-reports of CWB account for very little additional variance beyond self-reports of CWB.
The third line of evidence regarding the comparability of selfand other-reports of CWB presented in this meta-analysis was the average mean difference between the amounts of CWB reported by the two sources. Across all conditions, self-raters reported engaging in more CWB than other-raters reported them engaging in. Thus, the idea that self-raters will underreport their engagement Note. CWB ϭ counterproductive work behavior; OCB ϭ organizational citizenship behavior; OCB-I ϭ interpersonal target OCB; OCB-O ϭ organizational target OCB. Asterisks denote common-source samples (e.g., supervisor rated both OCB and CWB) removed. a Positive numbers mean the correlation with self-report CWB was stronger than the correlation with other-report CWB. b Numbers outside parentheses reflect correlations corrected using alpha coefficients for other-report CWB; numbers inside parentheses reflect correlations corrected using interrater reliabilities for other-report CWB.
in CWB was not supported in the present meta-analysis-at least not in comparison to other-raters. However, the common concern that other-raters do not have adequate opportunity to observe employees engaging in CWB (and especially CWB-O), and therefore underreport employees' CWB, was supported by the mean difference results of the present meta-analysis.
A number of hypotheses regarding moderating variables were also tested. With the exception of Hypothesis 1a, each of the hypotheses was supported. The identified moderating variables do not change general conclusions of the meta-analysis (e.g., although there was a larger mean difference between self-and supervisor ratings than between self-and coworker ratings, this does not ϭ mean sample size-weighted d value corrected for measurement error using alpha reliability; SD ␦ ϭ corrected standard deviation of alpha-corrected d values; ␦ ␣,irr ϭ mean sample size-weighted d value corrected for measurement error using alpha reliability for self-ratings and interrater reliability for other-ratings; % var. ϭ percentage of variance attributable to artifacts; CV 10 and CV 90 ϭ 10% and 90% credibility values, respectively; CI L and CI U ϭ lower and upper bounds, respectively, of the 95% confidence interval around the corrected mean d value; z ϭ the z statistic calculated using Formula 14 (and using Formula 9 to calculate sampling variance) from Raju and Brand (2003) for assessing the significance of the difference between the corrected correlations (d values were converted to point-biserial correlations) within each moderator category (zs Ն Ϯ1.96 suggest a significant difference). Self CWBI-Other CWBI ϭ mean difference between self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB-Interpersonal; Self CWBO-Other CWBO ϭ mean difference between self-ratings and other-ratings of CWB-Organizational. ‫ء‬ p Ͻ .05. Note. CWB ϭ counterproductive work behavior; Bivariate-other ϭ bivariate correlation between other-report CWB and the CWB correlate; Partialother ϭ correlation between other-report CWB and a given CWB correlate, with self-report CWB variance partialed out of both variables; Bivariate-self ϭ bivariate correlation between self-report CWB and the CWB correlate; Partial-self ϭ correlation between self-report CWB and a given CWB correlate, with other-report CWB variance partialed out of both variables; ⌬R 2 ϭ the increase in the squared multiple correlation when regressing each common correlate on self-and other-ratings of CWB instead of just self-ratings of CWB. Asterisks mean that the confidence interval for the given correlation did not overlap with zero (using .05 alpha level). The meta-analytic sample sizes on which the correlations were based were used for determining whether the confidence interval overlapped with zero. change the conclusion that other-raters report less CWB than self-raters). However, they do highlight some important points for future CWB research. First, supervisor raters report even less CWB, relative to self-raters, than do coworker raters, suggesting supervisors may have even less opportunity to observe employees engaging in CWB than coworkers. Second, self-and other-raters agree more about CWB-I than about CWB-O (i.e., ratings are more intercorrelated, and mean differences are smaller). Third, self-and other-ratings of CWB agree more as the number of anonymity safeguards increase, suggesting CWB researchers may get better data when participants perceive their responses as more anonymous.
Is it Worth the Trouble of Collecting Other-Ratings or Multisource Ratings of CWB?
It is difficult to collect other-ratings or multisource ratings of CWB in organizations, especially as compared with collecting self-ratings of CWB. Thus, one might ask whether it is worth the trouble of collecting other-ratings or multisource ratings. The results of the present meta-analysis suggest in many instances that there is little tangible value of other-ratings of CWB (and by extension, multisource ratings) beyond selfratings. Other-ratings and self-ratings have mostly similar patterns and magnitudes of relationships with other variables, and other-ratings often do not account for appreciable incremental variance over self-ratings. Furthermore, the mean differences results of the present meta-analysis suggest that coworker, and especially supervisor, raters underreport employees' CWB relative to the employees themselves, which suggests that the use of other-report CWB entails a focus on a narrower subset of employees' CWB. Especially if researchers take multiple careful steps to assure participants of the anonymity of their responses, the value added by collecting other-reports of CWB is not clear in many instances. This is not to say that other-reports of CWB do not have value. For instance, the interpersonal CWB correlates OCB-I, interactional justice, and conflict were more strongly related to otherreport CWB than self-report CWB. This may suggest that supervisor and coworker raters have an especially valid perspective on CWBs that are interpersonal in nature or that have interpersonal antecedents (e.g., breaches of interactional justice, strong interpersonal conflict in the workplace). This conclusion must be tempered by concerns over second-order sampling error, as the meta-analytic relationships between other-report CWB and OCB-I, interactional justice, and conflict were based on four, three, and seven samples, respectively. However, the stronger correlation between self-and other-reports of the relatively interpersonal CWB-Is also corroborates the idea that other-reports may be most useful in assessing relatively public, interpersonal CWBs. Furthermore, the fact that patterns of results are so similar between self-and other-reports suggests that for many purposes, one source is as good as the other. So, if other-reports are available, then their use should generally be appropriate. Additionally, in some instances, such as test validation, organizations may view self-reports of CWB (or other criteria) skeptically. In such instances, other-reports may be a more viable option. However, the results of the present meta-analysis do not generally support the idea that self-reports are always an inferior method of assessing CWB.
Implications for Theory and Practice
A practical implication of the results is that self-and otherratings of CWB generally result in very similar patterns of findings. Therefore, organizational researchers should feel justified in using either self-or other-ratings of CWB. Additionally, the findings of the present study indicate that supervisor and coworker ratings of CWB are relatively comparable (i.e., whether ratings came from supervisors vs. coworkers only moderated self-other mean differences, and the mean difference effect was relatively small [d ϭ 0.21], although statistically significant). This agrees with the results of Viswesvaran, Schmidt, and Ones (2002) , who found that supervisor and coworker ratings of "compliance/ acceptance of authority" (essentially avoidance of CWB) correlated .78. This is information future CWB researchers can draw on when deciding which rating sources are most appropriate, given their specific research question.
Another practical implication flows from the largely similar patterns of relationships with correlates in nomological networks that self-and other-ratings of CWB exhibited. The scientific knowledge base to date regarding the causes and consequences of CWB that practitioners can draw on has largely depended on self-report measurement of CWB. The present meta-analysis suggests that use of other-report CWB does not drastically change conclusions regarding the causes and consequences of CWB. Thus, practitioners do not presently have cause for concern over the relevance or legitimacy of the self-report research-based CWB interventions they recommend to organizations.
This also highlights perhaps the most important theoretical implication of the results of the present meta-analysis. Much of the recent empirical evidence supporting theories of CWB has relied on self-report measurement of CWB. In particular, much of what we know about CWB's nomological network (e.g., Berry, Ones, & Sackett, 2007; Dalal, 2005; Hershcovis et al., 2007) has been based on self-report CWB measures. The present meta-analysis found that conclusions regarding the nomological network of CWB remain largely the same when otherreports of CWB are used. This validates much of the cumulative CWB literature and theory to date that has relied on multi-item self-report CWB measurement.
Additional Issues, Limitations, and Directions for Future Research
Other lines of evidence regarding the convergence of selfand other-report CWB that were not available in the present meta-analysis are relevant and present opportunities for future research. For instance, an important line of evidence regarding the similarity/dissimilarity of self-and other-report CWB is the degree to which they exhibit similar factor structures (e.g., Dilchert, Ones, Davis, & Rostow, 2007) . Thus, measurement invariance research would be useful. Additionally, the present meta-analysis was not able to directly test the degree to which self-and other-ratings of CWB are accurate (i.e., reflect "true CWB") or the degree to which the shared variance between selfand other-ratings of CWB reflects true CWB variance versus shared, systematic error variance. Addressing this question would likely require experimental research, although the eco-logical validity of such experimental CWB research might be difficult to establish. Also, although the amount of unique variance captured by other-ratings was relatively small in most instances, it may be of interest to determine the cause of this unique variance (e.g., what forms/types of CWB are otherraters more privy to observe their employees engaging in?).
It is worth noting that the methods used in the present study are applicable not only to addressing issues regarding the comparability and nomological networks of self-and other-report CWB but also to any constructs in the broader research literature that face issues regarding the appropriateness of self-versus other-report measurement. For instance, the appropriateness of self-versus other-report measurement is relevant for many other constructs ranging from other performance behaviors (e.g., task performance, OCB, job/work withdrawal) to individual-differences measures (e.g., personality, adaptability) to contextual variables (e.g., organizational conflict, organizational constraints, organizational support) and beyond. We used a number of methods in the present meta-analysis to determine the relationship between self-and other-reports, the degree to which they have similar nomological networks, and the degree to which they account for unique versus overlapping variance. These same methods can, and perhaps should, be used for investigating similar issues with other variables such as those listed above. Note.
CWB-1 ϭ first CWB variable (e.g., self-ratings of CWB); CWB-2 ϭ second CWB variable (e.g., supervisor ratings of CWB); Self-report-Other-report r ϭ correlation between self-and other-report CWB; Self-report-Other-report d ϭ standardized mean difference between self-and other-ratings of CWB (positive ds mean self-report was higher); % female ϭ percentage of the sample that was female; # of anonymity safeguards ϭ the number of assurances of anonymity provided to participants (0, 1, or 2); CWB correlate ϭ variable correlated with other-report CWB;
Other-report-CWB-correlate r ϭ correlation between other-report CWB and the CWB correlate; Self ϭ self-report; Supervisor ϭ supervisor report; Coworker ϭ coworker report; OCB-I and OCB-O ϭ Interpersonal-and organizational target organizational citizenship behaviors, respectively; CWB-I and CWB-O ϭ interpersonal-and organizational target counterproductive work behaviors, respectively; WE ϭ withholding effort. Dashes respresent instances in which that piece of information was not available. Self; all other nonbehavioral correlates were self-reported.
